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DETAILED ACTION 



Specification 

The disclosure is objected to because it contains an embedded hyperlink and/or 
other form of browser-executable code. (Page 6, paragraph 0032, line 3). Applicant is 
required to delete the embedded hyperlink and/or other form of browser-executable 
code. See MPEP § 608.01. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-3, 7-16, 20-23, 27-36, 40-42, and 45-46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Eck (U.S. Publication 2002/0129059 A1) in view of 
Cheng-Hung (U.S. Patent 6,397,232 B1). 

As per claims 1 and 21 , Eck discloses a computer readable medium on a 
computer system and a method for translating between an XML-type document and a 
first type of document, in the form of a flat file, including generating a data model for the 
XML-type document based on an XML data source (See Eck, Page 4, paragraph 0075), 
and generating a data model for the first type of document based on the XML data 
source (See Eck, Page 4, paragraph 0075). Eck does not disclose expressly that 



Application/Control Number: 10/026,773 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2176 

mapping rules are created between the data model for the XML-type document and the 
data model for the first type of document. Cheng-Hung discloses the creation of 
mapping rules between an XML type document and a first type of document. (See 
Cheng-Hung, Figure 2, element 38, and Column 3, lines 31-46). Eck and Cheng-Hung 
are analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor of translating 
documents from one format to another. At the time of the invention it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to combine the mapping rules of Cheng- 
Hung with the file translation method of Eck. The motivation for doing so would have 
been to provide for a set of rules that follow a standard format for both files. (See 
Cheng-Hung, Column 3, lines 42-46). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
combine Cheng-Hung with Eck for the benefit of providing for a standard set of rules for 
both files to obtain the invention as specified in claims 1 and 21 . 

As per claims 2 and 22, Eck and Cheng-Hung disclose the limitations of claims 1 
and 21 as described above. Eck also discloses creating an executable file to effect the 
translation between the XML-type document and the first type of document based on 
the data model for the XML-type document, the data model for the first type of 
document, and the mapping rules, and running the executable file to translate between 
the XML-type document and the first type of document. (See Eck, Page 1 , paragraph 
0003). 

As per claims 3 and 23, Eck and Cheng-Hung disclose the limitations of claims 1 
and 21 as described above. Eck also discloses translating test data based on the data 
model for the XML-type document, the data model for the first type of document, and 
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the mapping rules (See Eck, Page 1 , paragraph 0005), and verifying the propriety of the 
data model for the XML-type document, the data model for the first type of document 
and the mapping rules based on the result of the translation (See Eck, Page 6-7, 
paragraphs 0117-0132). 

As per claims 7 and 27, Eck and Cheng-Hung disclose the limitations of claims 1 
and 21 as described above. Eck also discloses receiving an indication of the direction 
of the translation (See Eck, Page 4, paragraph 0065, and Figure 5). 

As per claims 8 and 28, Eck and Cheng-Hung disclose the limitations of claim 1 
as described above. Eck also discloses including receiving an indication of the identity 
of the XML data source (See Eck, Figure 5). 

As per claims 9 and 29, Eck and Cheng-Hung disclose the limitations of claims 1 
and 21 as described above. Eck also discloses that the XML data source is an XML 
Schema Definition (XSD) (See Eck, Page 1, paragraph 0019). 

As per claims 10 and 30, Eck and Cheng-Hung disclose the limitations of claims 
9 and 29 as described above. Eck also discloses providing a model for numerics in the 
XSD (See Eck, Page 6, paragraph 0117). 

As per claims 1 1 and 31 , Eck and Cheng-Hung disclose the limitations of claims 
9 and 29 as described above. Eck also discloses providing a model for grouping and 
pattern definitions in the XSD (See Eck, Page 5, paragraphs 0088 and 0090). 

As per claims 12 and 32, Eck and Cheng-Hung disclose the limitations of claims 
9 and 29 as described above. Eck also discloses providing a model for field lengths 
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(See Eck, Page 5, paragraph 0087) and value ranges (See Eck, Page 4, paragraph 
0076). 

As per claims 13 and 33, Eck and Cheng-Hung disclose the limitations of claims 
1 and 21 as described above. Eck also discloses creating a map component file which 
identifies the data models for the XML-type document and the first type of document 
(See Eck, Page 6, paragraphs 01 13-01 14), and where running the executable file 
includes referencing the map component file to perform the translation (See Eck, Page 
6, paragraph 0115). 

As per claims 14 and 34, Eck and Cheng-Hung disclose the limitations of claims 
1 and 21 as described above. Eck also discloses receiving an indication of the identity 
of the XML-type document to be translated (See Eck, Figure 5). 

As per claims 15 and 35, Eck and Cheng-Hung disclose the limitations of claims 
1 and 21 as described above. Eck also discloses validating that the translation between 
the XML-type document and the first type of document is accurate (See Eck, Pages 6-7, 
paragraphs 0117-0132). 

As per claims 16 and 36, Eck and Cheng-Hung disclose the limitations of claims 
15 and 35 as described above. Eck also discloses receiving an indication of how to 
perform the validation (See Eck, Page 7, paragraph 0123). 

As per claims 20 and 40, Eck and Cheng-Hung disclose the limitations of claims 
15 and 35 as described above. Eck also discloses that the validation also includes 
determining that elements in the XML-type document are in the correct order (See Eck, 
Page 6, paragraph 0113), determining that the XML-type document includes any 
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specified manditory elements (See Eck, Page 7, paragraph 0131), determining if data 
types in the XML-type document are proper (See Eck, Page 7, paragraph 0123), and 
determining if the format of a value in a field in the XML-type document is proper (See 
Eck, Page 7, paragraph 0128). 

As per claims 41 and 45, Eck and Cheng-Hung disclose the limitations of claim 1 
as described above. Eck also discloses a computer system for translating between an 
XML-type document and a first type of document including a processor, and a memory, 
coupled to the processor, including a number of instructions executed by the processor 
configured to perform the functionality disclosed in claim 1. (See Eck, Figure 2, and 
Page 2, paragraph 0037). 

Claims 42 and 46 are rejected on the same basis as claim 2. 

Claims 17-19 and 37-39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Eck (U.S. Publication 2002/0129059 A1) in view of Cheng-Hung 
(U.S. Patent 6,397,232 B1 ) and in further view of the Microsoft Computer Dictionary, 
Fifth Edition (used for definition purposes). 

As per claims 17 and 37, Eck and Cheng-Hung disclose the limitations of claims 
1 5 and 35 as described above. Eck also discloses that the validation includes checking 
that the XML-type document is well-formed. (See Eck, Page 7, paragraph 0123). Note 
that the definition of well-formed is "an XML or HTML document that follows all the rules 
of syntax outlined in the protocors specifications" (See Microsoft Computer Dictionary, 
Fifth Edition). 
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As per claims 18 and 38, Eck and Cheng-Hung disclose the limitations of claims 
17 and 37 as described above. Eck also discloses that the checking includes 
determining that each element in the XML-type document has start and end tags with 
the same label (See Eck, Page 7, paragraphs 0126-0127). 

As per claims 19 and 39, Eck and Cheng-Hung disclose the limitations of claims 
17 and 37 as described above. Eck also discloses that the checking includes verifying 
that the XML-type document is well-formed based upon the data model for the XML- 
type document (See Eck, Page 7, paragraph 0123). Note that the definition of well- 
formed is "an XML or HTML document that follows all the rules of syntax outlined in the 
protocol's specifications" (See Microsoft Computer Dictionary, Fifth Edition). 

Claims 4, 24, 43, and 47 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Eck (U.S. Publication 2002/0129059 A1) in view of Cheng-Hung 
(U.S. Patent 6,397,232 B1) as applied to claims 1, 21, and 41 above, and further in view 
of Webber (U.S. Patent 6,418,400 B1). 

As per claims 4 and 24, Eck and Cheng-Hung disclose the limitations of claims 1 
and 21 as described above. Eck also discloses modifying the data model for the first 
type of document to conform to a format associated with the first type of document (See 
Eck, Page 6, paragraph 0111). Eck and Cheng-Hung do not disclose expressly 
modifying the mapping rules based on the modification of the data for the first type of 
document. Webber discloses modifying mapping rules using a Modify mode (See 
Webber, Column 7, lines 62-67, and Column 8, lines 1-6). Eck, Cheng-Hung and 
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Webber are analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor of 
mapping electronic data. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to combine the modification of mapping rules of 
Webber with the system and method of Eck and Cheng-Hung. The motivation for doing 
so would have been to allow the user to create rules used for data validation (See 
Webber, Column 8, lines 7-9). Therefore it would have been obvious to combine 
Webber with Eck and Cheng-Hung for the benefit of allowing the modification of 
mapping rules for testing purposes to obtain the invention as specified in claims 4 and 
24. 

Claims 43 and 47 are rejected on the same basis as claim 4. 

Claims 5 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Eck (U.S. Publication 2002/0129059 A1) in view of Cheng-Hung (U.S. Patent 6,397,232 
B1) and Webber (U.S. Patent 6,418,400 B1) as applied to claims 1 and 21 above, and 
further in view of Huang (U.S. Publication 2002/0147748 A1). 

As per claims 5 and 25, Eck, Cheng-Hung, and Webber disclose the limitations 
of claims 4 and 24 as described above. Eck, Cheng-Hung and Webber do not disclose 
expressly adjusting the data model for the first type of document to conform with an 
import utility of an application associated with the first type of document. Huang 
discloses using an import utility to edit associated meta-tag information for a file. (See 
Huang, Page 5, paragraph 0069). Eck, Cheng-Hung, Webber and Huang are 
analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor of translating electronic 
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data. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to include the use of an import utility program of Huang with the system 
and method of Eck, Cheng-Hung and Webber. The motivation for doing so would have 
been to allow for simple creation of a file (See Huang, Page 5, paragraph 0069). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Huang with Eck, Cheng-Hung, and 
Webber for the benefit of easily creating the file to obtain the invention as specified in 
claims 5 and 25. 

Claims 6, 26, 44, and 48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Eck (U.S. Publication 2002/0129059 A1 ) in view of Cheng-Hung 
(U.S. Patent 6,397,232 B1) as applied to claims 1, 21, 41, and 45 above, and further in 
view of De La Huerga (U.S. Patent 6,516,321 B1). 

As per claims 6 and 26, Eck and Cheng-Hung disclose the limitations of claims 1 
and 21 as described above. Eck and Cheng-Hung do not disclose expressly omitting 
formatting that is present in the data model for the XML-type document. De La Huerga 
discloses removing all XML tags from a document. (See De La Huerga, Column 27, 
line 21 ). Eck, Cheng-Hung, and De La Huerga are analogous art because they are 
from the same field of endeavor of processing electronic data. At the time of the 
invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include the 
omission of XML tags of De La Huerga with the system and method of Eck and Cheng- 
Hung. The motivation for doing so would have been to ensure that tag enabled 
applications do not reference incorrect information from the data (See De La Huerga, 
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Column 27, lines 26-27). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine De La 
Huerga with Eck and Cheng-Hung for the benefit of providing accurate data to obtain 
the invention as specified in claims 6 and 26. 

Claims 44 and 48 are rejected on the same basis as claim 6. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

• Helgeson (U.S. Patent 6,643,652 B2) discloses a method and apparatus 
for managing data exchange among systems in a network. 

• Binding (U.S. Publication 2002/0100027 A1) discloses a method of 
externalizing relational and ASN.1 -formatted data into XML format. 

• Delcambre (U.S. Publication 2002/00595566 A1 ) discloses a Uni-level 
description of a computer information and transformation of computer 
information between representation schemes. 

• Fernandez (U.S. Patent 6,604,1 00 B1 ) discloses a method for converting 
relational data into a structured document. 

• Warshavsky (U.S. Patent 6,732,095 B1 ) discloses a method and 
apparatus for mapping between XML and relational representations. 

• Meltzer (U.S. Patent 6,226,675 B1 ) discloses a participant server which 
processes documents for commerce in trading partner networks. 

• Imamura et al disclose mapping between ASN.1 and XML. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Laurie Ries whose telephone number is (571 ) 272-4095. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 7:00am to 3:30pm. 
If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joseph Feild, can be reached at (571) 272-4090. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more 
information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have 
questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center 
(EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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